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1. This action is responsive to the preliminary amendment filed on February 4, 
2004. Claims 1-20 were canceled. Claims 21-46 were newly added. Claims 21-46 are 
pending. Claims 21-46 represent a method and system for a copy server for 
collaboration and electronic commerce. 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by 
another filed in the United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for 
patent, or on an international application by another who has fulfilled the 
requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this title before the 
invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

3. Claims 21-22, 26-27, 33, 37-38, and 44-46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Anupam et al. f U.S. Patent No. 6,687,739. 

Anupam teaches the invention as claimed including a technique for obtaining and 
exchanging information on the World Wide Web (see abstract). 

As to claim 21 , Anupam teaches a method for providing collaboration between a 
first user and a second user comprising; 

receiving, at a web site, a request from the first user with a browser (see figs. 1- 
3; col. 7, lines 1-60, Anupam discloses that a user submits a request using a browser); 

processing the request with information related to the first user to create a 
page with dynamic content (see col. 9, lines 15-25, Anupam discloses that a web page 
with dynamic content is created in response to user request); 

copying the page with dynamic content into a copy server without 
changing any locators in the page, the copy server having the page with dynamic 
content as a copied page (see co. 9, lines 1-60, Anupam discloses that the requested 
web page is copied to the gateway cache); 

providing, to the first user, a locator for the copied page of the copy server, 
the locator allowing the first user to access the copied page from the copy server; 
and providing, to the second user, the locator for the copied page of the copy 
server, the locator allowing the second user to access the copied page from the 
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copy server, the first user and the second user viewing versions of the same 
copied page (see col. 7, lines 1-65, Anupam discloses that a reference for the copied 
page is relayed to the second user); and 

synchronizing access to the copied page to: 

i) prevent race conditions between the first and second user for 
access to the copied page; and ii) to avoid redundant operations made by at least one 
of the first user and the second user to the copied page (see col. 6, lines 10-20; col. 9, 
lines 25-65, Anupam discloses that certain access control is performed in which 
different capabilities are afforded to different collaborators and that the leader has 
control over the session). 

Claim 22 is similar to claim 21 and adds the limitation of synchronizing access to 
the copied page to block multiple users from operating on the copied page (see col. 6, 
lines 10-20; col. 9, lines 25-65, Anupam discloses that certain access control is 
performed in which different capabilities are afforded to different collaborators and that 
the leader has control over the session). 

As to claim 26, Anupam teaches the method of claim 22 further comprising 
copying the copied page to each of the first and second users, the copied page residing 
on a respective user browser, wherein each of the first and second users access the 
copied page on the respected user browser, and wherein the copy server allows one of 
the first and second users to be operating on the copied page at the copy server (see 
col. 8, lines 1-60, Anupam discloses that the gateway functionality can be included at 
the client computer). 

As to claim 27, Anupam teaches the method of claim 26 wherein the second user 
corresponds to an agent browser responsive to the first user browser (see col. 9, lines 
55-65). 

Claims 33, 37-38, and 44-46 do not teach or define any new limitations above 
claims 21-22, 26-27 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 
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4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



5. Claims 23-25, and 34-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Anupam further in view of Kley et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,862,346. 

Anupam teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a technique for 
obtaining and exchanging information on the World Wide Web (see abstract). 

As to claim 23, Anupam teaches the method of claim 22 wherein the locator is 
employed by the first user for modifying the copied page (see col. 9, lines 55-65). 

Anupam fails to teach the limitation wherein the second user is blocked from 
modifying the copied page until the modifications performed by the first user are 
written to the copied page at the copy server. 

However, Kley teaches a Distributed group activity data network system and 
method where synchronized access to shared files is controlled by group activity files at 
the server (see abstract). Kley teaches that the second user is blocked from modifying 
the copied page until the modifications performed by the first user are 
written to the copied page at the copy server (see col. 8, lines 1-40, Kley discloses that 
a second user is blocked from making changes to a file currently being modified by a 
first user). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Anupam in view of Kley so that a second user is blocked from 
modifying a file being modified by a first user. One would be motivated to do so since 
Anupam suggests that access control to a shared document is desired. 

As to claim 24, Anupam teaches the method of claim 22. 

Anupam fails to tc explicitly teach identifying a collaboration set of users having 
the ability to access the copied page, the first and second users included in the 
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collaboration set; and permitting only one of the first and second users from operating 
on the copied page. 

However, Kley teaches a Distributed group activity data network system and 
method where synchronized access to shared files is controlled by group activity files at 
the server (see abstract). Kley teaches identifying a collaboration set of users having 
the ability to access the copied page, the first and second users included in the 
collaboration set; and permitting only one of the first and second users from operating 
on the copied page (see col. 7, lines 1-60; col. 8, lines 1-40, Kley discloses that a set of 
authorized user group is identified and that a second user is blocked from making 
changes to a file currently being modified by a first user). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Anupam in view of Kley so that an auhorized user set is identified 
and a second user is blocked from modifying a file being modified by a first user. One 
would be motivated to do so since Anupam suggests that access control to a shared 
document is desired. 

As to claim 25, Anupam teaches the method of claim 24 further comprising 
establishing a collaboration session by sending cookies between the copy server and 
the first and second user browsers, the copy server responsive to a collaboration server 
for sending cookies and identifying modifications to the collaboration set (see col. 9, 
lines 1-60). 

Claims 34-36 do not teach or define any new limitations above claims 23-25 and 
therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

6. Claims 29-31 , and 40-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 

unpatentable over Anupam further in view of Scherpbier, U.S. Patent No. 6,263,365 

(referred to hereafter as Scherp). 

Anupam teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a technique for 
obtaining and exchanging information on the World Wide Web (see abstract). 

As to clam 29, Anupam teaches the method of claim 22 further comprising: 
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determine which information of the copy page each of the first and second 
user is permitted to observer (see col. 6, lines 1-40, Anupam discloses that a user can 
be designated as a leader); 

Anupam fails to teach the claimed limitation of filtering the content of the page 
displayed on the respective user browser of the first and second user 

However, Scherp teaches a browser controller in a shared browser environment 
having a pilot and passenger browser collaboration (see abstract). Scherp teaches 
filtering the content of the page displayed on the respective user browser of the first and 
second user (see col. 5, lines 55-67; col. 6, lines 1-10, Anupam discloses that the web 
page shared by a first and second passenger users is filtered). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Anupam in view of Scherp so that a shared .web page is filtered. 
One would be motivated to do so to provide users different browser viewing capabilities 
as suggested by Anupam (see col. 6). 

As to claims 30-31 , Anupam teaches the method of claim 29. 

Anupam fails to teach the claimed limitation of discriminating between the 
filtered versions of the copied pages by identifying the corresponding request for the 
copied page emanating from each of the first and second user. 

However, Scherp teaches a browser controller in a shared browser environment 
having a pilot and passenger browser collaboration (see abstract). Scherp teaches 
discriminating between the filtered versions of the copied pages by identifying the 
corresponding request for the copied page emanating from each of the first and second 
user (see col. 5, lines 55-67; col. 6, lines 1-60, Anupam discloses that the web page 
shared by a passenger and pilot is filtered to allow the passenger and pilot to see 
different versions of a web page). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Anupam in view of Scherp to discriminate between the filtered 
versions of the copied pages by identifying the corresponding request for the copied 
page emanating from each of the first and second user. One would be motivated to do 
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so to provide different users different browser viewing capabilities as suggested by 
Anupam (see col. 6). 

As to claim 31, Anupam teaches the method of claim 29. 

Anupam fails to explicitly teach the limitations of identifying the information to be 
limited in the copied page; suppressing the identified information from the information 
sent to the browser of the second user by selectively sending according to the filter, 
and; receiving a form including information corresponding to the suppressed 
information from the first user. 

However, Scherp teaches a browser controller in a shared browser environment 
having a pilot and passenger browser collaboration (see abstract). Scherp teaches 
identifying the information to be limited in the copied page; suppressing the identified 
information from the information sent to the browser of the second user by selectively 
sending according to the filter, and; receiving a form including information 
corresponding to the suppressed information from the first user (see col. 5, lines 1-65; 
col. 6, lines 1-60, Anupam discloses that the web page shared by a passenger and pilot 
is filtered to allow the passenger and pilot to see different versions of a web page). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Anupam in view of Scherp by identifying the information to be limited 
in the copied page; suppressing the identified information from the information sent to 
the browser of the second user by selectively sending according to the filter, and; 
receiving a form including information corresponding to the suppressed information from 
the first use. One would be motivated to do so to provide different users different 
browser viewing capabilities as suggested by Anupam (see col. 6). 

Claims 40-42 do not teach or define any new limitations above claims 29-31 and 
therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

7. Claims 28, and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Anupam further in view of Kley and further in view of Sastry et al., U.S. Patent No. 
6,687,877. 
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Anupam teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a technique for 
obtaining and exchanging information on the World Wide Web (see abstract). 

As to claim 28, Anupam teaches the method of claim 22. 

Anupam fails to teach the limitation of unblocking the second user when the first 
user completes operating on the copied page at the copy server. 
However, Kley teaches a Distributed group activity data network system and method 
where synchronized access to shared files is controlled by group activity files at the 
server (see abstract). Kley teaches unblocking the second user when the first user 
completes operating on the copied page at the copy server (see col. 8, lines 1-40, Kley 
discloses that a second user is blocked from making changes to a file currently being 
modified by a first user). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Anupam in view of Kley so that a second user is un-blocked from 
modifying a file after completion by a first user. One would be motivated to do so since 
Anupam suggests that access control to a shared document is desired. 

The combination of Anupam and Kely do not teach the limitations of providing an 
informational message to the second user when the first user is operating on the copied 
page at the copy server. 

However, Sastry teaches a WEB-based call center where the customer and 
agent terminals navigate through shared information (see abstract). Sastry teaches 
providing an informational message to the second user when the first user is operating 
on the copied page at the copy server (see col. 2, lines 55-65, Sastry discloses that a 
message is sent o the user indicating that the file annotations were made to a shared 
file). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the combination of Anupam and Kley so that an informational 
message is provided to the second user when the first user is operating on the copied 
page at the copy server. One would be motivated to do so since Anupam suggests that 
access control to a shared document is desired. 
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Claim 39 does not teach or define any new limitations above claim 28 and 
therefore is rejected for similar reasons. 

8. Claims 32 and 43 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

9. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: Thee prior art of record fails to teach neither singly nor in combination the 
claimed limitation wherein operating on the copied page further comprises identifying 
which of the first and second user is modifying the copied page or 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Saleh Najjar whose telephone number is (571)272- 
4006. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 9:00am-6:00pm w/ 
first Fridays off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ario Etienne can be reached on (703)308-7562. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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